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A B S T R A C T   

Stakeholder participation (SP) is widely acknowledged in the literature as a vital tool for improving coastal zone 
management (CZM) and facilitating conflict mediation, resource allocation, and program implementation. 
However, in Spain, as in other countries, participation in CZM faces significant challenges, including under-
representation, limited stakeholder influence in decision-making, and various resource-related issues. Despite the 
robust theoretical framework established in the literature, practical methods for evaluating SP and overcoming 
these challenges are lacking, with most efforts focused on assessing processes rather than outcomes. This study 
addresses this gap by proposing a systematic assessment approach built on criteria and operational indicators 
capable of assessing stakeholder participation in CZM from the process to its outcomes. It also examines 
stakeholder participation in PAs and CZs of Cádiz Bay (Spain) through the application of this approach to identify 
which of these challenges are present in the region, highlighting areas for improvement. The approach was 
developed through a multistep process, including identifying participation components via a literature review, 
categorizing these components into each participation dimension (who, when, how, why), formulating criteria 
and indicators based on these components, consulting and validating with experts, and operationalizing the 
approach through an analysis matrix. Data collection involved reviewing official documents, minutes of 
participatory arenas, and stakeholder interviews. The approach comprises six criteria - representativeness, 
timing, promotion, accountability and clearness, influence, and effectiveness - providing a valuable tool for 
understanding the progression and outcomes of participatory processes. However, the findings also highlight the 
need for refinement to better capture the quality and significance of participation and to make it more applicable 
beyond scientific research contexts. The application of the approach in Cádiz Bay revealed challenges such as 
underrepresentation, limited influence, resource constraints, transparency issues, and effectiveness in fostering 
cooperation and trust. Participation also appears to be sectorized, reflecting the fragmented institutional 
framework in the CZM of Cádiz Bay.   

1. Introduction 

Stakeholder participation (SP) within environmental governance is 
widely recommended by the scientific literature and international 
agreements, such as the Aarhus Convention, Aichi Biodiversity Targets, 
2030 Agenda and European Green Deal (UNECE - United Nations Eco-
nomic Commission for Europe, 1998; European Commission, 2003; 
UNEP - United Nations Environment Programme, 2010; UN - United 

Nations, 2015). Reflecting the global trend, Spain implemented the 
National Law on Public Participation in Environmental Matters (Law 
27/2006) in 2006, recognizing participation in environmental matters 
as a right and mandating that public administration consider its out-
comes. Building upon this law, CZM initiatives (or related to it) in the 
past two decades have taken steps toward widespread participation. The 
Conservation Guidelines of the Natura 2000 Network in Spain, the Law 
of Natural Heritage and Biodiversity (Law 42/2007), and the Law of 
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Marine Environments Protection (Law 41/2010) establish, for example, 
that the design and execution of management tools for protected areas 
(PAs) and conservation zones (CZs) must undergo participatory pro-
cesses. Recently, approved measures such as the Spanish Network of 
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) master plan (Royal Decree 1056/2022) 
and the plan for Marine Spatial Planning (Royal Decree 150/2023) are 
committed to developing strategies to promote long-term SP in marine 
governance. Through SP, these initiatives aim to achieve multisector 
horizontal management by fostering cooperation and enhancing the 
visibility of interests, activities, and uses. 

In regard to coastal zone management (CZM), the need for partici-
patory approaches arises from the complexity of coastal systems and the 
inability of governments to meet their challenges (Barragán Muñoz, 
2014; Puente-Rodríguez, 2014). According to Barragán Muñoz (2014), 
this complexity stems from the status of the coastal zones of the most 
dynamic and transformed regions on Earth, which serve as transitional 
spaces between ecosystems, human activities, and jurisdictions. There-
fore, SP is viewed as a tool for enhancing management capacity for 
mediating conflicts, regulating uses, allocating marine resources among 
stakeholders, and implementing programs (Olsen et al., 2009). 

The concept of stakeholder participation does not have a single 
agreed-upon definition, but typically, it entails involving different sec-
tors and societal groups in developing policies, plans, and projects to 
integrate a variety of needs, interests, and values (European Commis-
sion, 2003; Kasemir et al., 2003; Okazaki, 2008). The employment of 
“stakeholders” focuses on groups that have a specific relationship with a 
resource or system within a given area and therefore has a direct impact 
on or is affected by decisions regarding it (Grimble and Wellard, 1997; 
Mitchell et al., 1997; Luyet et al., 2012). 

According to Jentoft et al.’s (2007) governability theory for marine 
protected areas (MPAs), stakeholders and their interrelations represent 
the social component, which, along with the natural component (marine 
ecosystems and resources), comprises the marine system intended to be 
governed by institutional arrangements and steering mechanisms 
(governing system). Since stakeholders are part of the 
system-to-be-governed and, therefore, drivers within it, the capacity of 
the governing system depends on its interaction with stakeholders. 
Therefore, the authors emphasize two main points: when interaction is 
not encouraged, the governing system becomes highly vulnerable 
because its success depends on legitimacy and support from the 
system-to-be-governed; achieving legitimacy requires recognizing 
legitimate stakeholders and establishing a two-way process where they 
engage with the governing system to both appreciate and take action on 
it. 

Within CZM, governing systems encompass institutional arenas 
dedicated to facilitating this interaction with stakeholders. These 
include watershed management committees (Webler and Tuler, 2001), 
public hearings (Bawole, 2013; Seixas et al., 2019), environmental 
councils (Seixas et al., 2019), and managing boards of protected areas 
(PAs) or conservation zones (CZs) (Jentoft et al., 2007; Havard et al., 
2015; Bockstael et al., 2016). However, the existence of these arenas 
does not guarantee the inclusion of stakeholders by itself (Bockstael 
et al., 2016). The scientific literature has revealed shortcomings that 
cause individuals to be skeptical about the effectiveness of participation. 
Bockstael et al. (2016) and Havard et al. (2015), in their studies on MPAs 
in Brazil and Mexico, respectively, highlight underrepresentation in the 
managing boards as one of the main shortcomings, which is related to 
the failure to consider legitimate stakeholders, particularly those from 
coastal communities. Keeping stakeholders out of the arenas can be seen 
as external exclusion, while the other form of exclusion is internal 
(Parkins and Mitchell, 2005) and more connected to the quality of the 
interaction. A common form of internal exclusion is the limited influ-
ence of stakeholders in decision-making processes. This can occur 
through elite capture of participatory arenas, as seen in Coastal 
Bangladesh water management (Dewan et al., 2014) and PAs in Norway 
and Sweden (Hovik et al., 2010), or can be tied to power centralization 

by authorities, as observed in environmental licensing processes in 
Ghana (Bawole, 2013) and Pakistan (Nadeem and Fischer, 2011). 

In addition to the previously mentioned issues, the lack of financial 
and human resources and time constraints have been identified as crit-
ical issues in CZM studies worldwide (Charnley and Engelbert, 2005; 
Buanes et al., 2005; Nadeem and Fischer, 2011; Dewan et al., 2014; 
Bockstael et al., 2016; Flannery et al., 2018). These issues directly in-
fluence the extent of stakeholder inclusion, as they determine the stra-
tegies employed (e.g., a public hearing is typically less costly than a 
council) and the time allocated for discussion and deliberation (Rowe 
and Frewer, 2000; Garmendia and Stagl, 2010; Ruiz-Villaverde and 
García-Rubio, 2017). The time required for stakeholders to participate 
can be substantial and may not align with their schedules as well, 
leading to conflicts, as observed by Bockstael et al. (2016) in the case of a 
fishing community in Brazil, where participation demands significantly 
reduced the time available for fishing. This can result in another chal-
lenge within participatory processes: the lack of stakeholder engage-
ment, which also arises from inadequate communication, marked by no 
transparency, insufficient information, and linguistic barriers (Gilliland 
and Laffoley, 2008; Quesada-Silva et al., 2019; Seixas et al., 2019). 

The scenario of participation in Spanish coastal management aligns 
with shortcomings reported worldwide. However, two key issues stand 
out in the literature: the lack of commitment from public administration 
to promote participation, often treating it merely as a formality, and the 
insufficiency or absence of human, material, and financial resources to 
facilitate participation (Barragán Muñoz, 2010; Ruiz-Villaverde and 
García-Rubio, 2017; Hervás-Gámez and Delgado-Ramos, 2019). 

The challenges outlined above underscore the need to improve 
multiple aspects of stakeholder participation, which inevitably involves 
an assessment phase. The evaluation enables the initiation of a learning 
cycle to grasp how participation can progressively improve (Charnley 
and Engelbert, 2005; Carr et al., 2012). This is achieved by (a) informing 
administrators about participation performance and pinpointing aspects 
for modification (Chess, 2000; Carr et al., 2012); (b) recognizing the 
strengths and weaknesses of specific strategies (Carr et al., 2012); (c) 
showcasing its significance in enhancing environmental decisions or 
mitigating conflicts (Chess, 2000; Charnley and Engelbert, 2005); and 
(d) assessing the congruence between public policies regarding partici-
pation and practices for involved stakeholders (Charnley and Engelbert, 
2005). We advocate for a fifth reason for evaluation: providing citizens 
with a means to monitor whether they are genuinely given opportunities 
to participate and whether their voices are being heard. From the 
perspective of integrated CZM, Barragán Muñoz (2014), referring to 
their Decalogue for the analysis of an integrated CZM, identifies 
participation as one of the ten aspects that must be systematically 
evaluated to assess the progress of management models. This points to 
the fundamental principle that integrated models are built upon the 
democratization of CZM, with participation being a core indicator of 
progress for that purpose (Barragán Muñoz, 2010; Areizaga et al., 2012). 
Additionally, Areizaga et al. (2012) emphasize examining the existing 
mechanisms and customs of CZM, and here, it is worth recapping that 
participation is an integral part of the governing system and facilitates 
the design of more sustained and realistic objectives for integrated 
models. 

Although evaluating SP is widely acknowledged as crucial and 
extensive research into participation has established a robust theoretical 
framework for exploring it, there remains a gap in methods for trans-
lating these theories into practice (Laurian and Shaw, 2009; Carr et al., 
2012; Areizaga et al., 2012; Quesada-Silva et al., 2019). The absence of 
practical methods represents not only a deficiency in the scientific 
literature but also indicates that participation programs and processes 
within public management are not being adequately supervised (Laurian 
and Shaw, 2009). The following section will present the existing 
assessment methods and identify their shortcomings. 
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1.1. Reviewing the existing methods for assessing stakeholder 
participation 

Generally, the evaluation methods can be categorized into three 
groups (Carr et al., 2012): process evaluation, intermediary outcome 
evaluation, and resource management outcome evaluation. Process 
evaluation revolves around the central question of “how has participa-
tion been executed? ", primarily focusing on methodological and 
contextual aspects (Nadeem and Fischer, 2011). Assessing these aspects 
provides managers with feedback on ongoing participatory processes 
(Chess, 2000) but also enables an understanding of their public accep-
tance, once it concerns the procedures by which the citizens are involved 
(Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Webler and Tuler, 2001). Intermediary 
outcome evaluation seeks to answer “which second-order results have 
been reached?”. These outcomes concern relevant outputs such as 
cooperation agreements or conflict mitigation measures (Carr et al., 
2012). To evaluate resource management outcomes, it is essential to 
address the following question: “what socioenvironmental enhance-
ments have been achieved?” This final group poses a challenge for any 
method, as changes in socioenvironmental conditions often manifest 
over long timeframes, and it is difficult to trace the direct link between 
these changes and participation (Carr et al., 2012). 

The bibliography offers a thorough array of elements regarding 
process, yet it provides limited aspects for comprehending outcomes. 
Additionally, the evaluation models examined employ different termi-
nologies to identify participation components, including dimensions 
(Morf et al., 2019), criteria (Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Chess, 2000; 
Charnley and Engelbert, 2005), goals (Beierle, 1998; Laurian and Shaw, 
2009; Oen et al., 2016), principles (Barragán Muñoz, 2014), and factors 
or attributes (Webler and Tuler, 2001; Kessler, 2003; Nadeem and 
Fischer, 2011). These models can also be structured using guiding 
questions (Petts and Leach, 2000; Barragán Muñoz, 2014). Oftentimes, 
the same component is approached in distinct terms and acts differently. 
For example, centering “access to information,” Rowe and Frewer 
(2000) see it as an indicator of the accessibility criterion, while Nadeem 
and Fischer (2011) and Oen et al. (2016) consider it a criterion indicated 
by clear language use and technical document availability. In contrast, 
Laurian and Shaw (2009) view “access to information” as a criterion for 
transparency. 

Rowe and Frewer (2000) present nine criteria to assess process – 
representativeness, independence, early involvement, influence, trans-
parency, resource accessibility, task definition, structured 
decision-making, and cost-effectiveness. This framework encourages the 
development and execution of participatory processes with a focus on 
maximizing involvement. Petts and Leach (2000) and Barragán Muñoz 
(2014) cover nearly identical criteria in their evaluation questions, with 
additional points such as whether the authenticity of participants’ ideas 
and proposals is being maintained and the existence of legal frameworks 
and mechanisms to ensure participation. Webler and Tuler (2001) also 
focus heavily on the process but make a significant contribution by 
ranking specific elements from their potential to truly indicate broader 
factors. For example, involving as many stakeholders as possible in all 
stages is highly indicative of the factor “a good process fosters fair 
democratic deliberation,” but it is weak in indicating “a good process 
emphasizes constructive dialog and education”. Beierle’s (1998) 
approach shifts the focus toward participation’s social goals, which 
proves more advantageous for assessing outcomes. The six social goals 
combine procedural and consequential aspects; for example, the goal 
“inform and educate the public” entails information and knowledge 
sharing and public awareness of environmental issues. 

Laurian and Shaw (2009) and Nadeem and Fischer (2011) expand 
the interpretation of participation by delineating more precise attributes 
for what they term participation goals or major components, respec-
tively. These attributes, due to their specificity, aid in tracking tangible 
aspects during an evaluation process. Morf et al. (2019) also make a 
significant contribution by proposing four dimensions of participation: 

who, when, how, and why. These dimensions have served as theoretical 
aspects for guiding the design of methods, such as the stakeholder 
participation assessment framework (SPAF) for MSP developed by 
Quesada-Silva et al. (2019) and the one proposed by Areizaga et al. 
(2012). The SPAF explores the dimensions as operational criteria, sug-
gesting codifications for each, thereby making it easier to visualize their 
application. For instance, under “who,” the SPAF proposes sectors (e.g., 
science and technology) and categories (e.g., academia) for classifying 
stakeholders who need to be engaged. 

Among the methods revised, we identified that they are either purely 
theoretical (Chess, 2000; Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Caddy, 2005; Morf 
et al., 2019; Quesada-Silva et al., 2019) or empirical studies that fail to 
clearly outline the criteria for data analysis or provide sufficient details 
on how the criteria were identified in the study case (Webler and Tuler, 
2001; Kessler, 2003; Buanes et al., 2005; Hovik et al., 2010; Dewan 
et al., 2014; Havard et al., 2015; Oen et al., 2016; Bockstael et al., 2016; 
Flannery et al., 2018). In addition, Carr et al. (2012) show that most 
studies are limited to analyzing the process, missing the view on out-
comes. Some of them are also aspect-centered, e.g., evaluating citizens’ 
involvement based only on their perceptions (Charnley and Engelbert, 
2005; Grilli et al., 2021) or assessing stakeholder influence in mangrove 
management by exclusively examining the dynamics of resource 
exploitation, such as users’ identity, interests, and power relations 
(Forkam et al., 2020). We also argue that they have been proposed 
without a systematic application and operational indicators of criteria 
(e.g., which factors indicate whether SP influences decision-making or 
reduces conflicts?), limiting their potential for replication. 

These studies have set a considerable knowledge base essential for 
subject matter advancement. However, as expected in any method 
tackling such a complex subject as participation, they exhibit one or 
more gaps highlighted in the previous paragraph. Of all the shortcom-
ings mentioned here, we intend to focus on two issues: the absence of 
indicators to concretely achieve the criteria and the deficiency in ap-
proaches made up of both process and outcome criteria. In this regard, 
the present study aims (a) to propose a systematic assessment approach 
built on criteria and operational indicators capable of assessing stake-
holder participation in CZM from the process to its outcomes. When 
referring to outcomes, we are alluding to the interpretation from Carr 
et al. (2012) for intermediary outcomes, as previously mentioned. This 
study also aims (b) to examine the stakeholder participation employed 
in PAs and CZs of Cádiz Bay, Andalusia, Spain, through the application 
of the proposed approach. 

2. Methodology 

To address the problems mentioned before, this work utilized 
methods already developed as a basis for designing our approach rather 
than starting from scratch. The steps followed to structure our approach 
are detailed in section 2.1. To test the proposal, we chose the Cádiz Bay 
region, focusing on its protected areas and conservation zones, as a case 
study. The region is contextualized in section 2.2, while the data survey 
on participation in the study case is described in section 2.3. 

2.1. Designing steps of the evaluation approach for stakeholder 
participation 

The development of the approach proposed in this paper adhered to 
the steps depicted in Fig. 1. 

The first step involved conducting a review to identify the partic-
ipation components described in the scientific papers and books. Here, 
we use “component” as a term to generally refer to criteria, attributes, 
factors, etc. The search terms utilized were ’stakeholder participation’ 
(or ’public’), ’evaluation’ (or ’assessment’), ’method’ (or ’model,’ 
’framework,’ etc.), and ’CZM’ (or ’PAs,’ ’MSP,’ etc.). To select the works 
to be examined, we utilized three filters: (a) review papers focused on 
evaluation methods, (b) research papers proposing model development, 

G. Cioffi et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   



Ocean and Coastal Management 255 (2024) 107214

4

and (c) research studies evaluating participation through case studies. 
We also referred to works on participation assessment that, while not 
specific to CZM, are critical theoretical foundations for this topic, such as 
Arnstein (1969), Chess (2000) and Rowe and Frewer (2000). 

In the second step, the identified components were allocated into 
the four dimensions of participation discussed in the previous section: 
who, when, how, and why. This allocation was based on their potential 
to address these dimensions. The interpretation of each dimension is 
provided in Table 1. Focusing on these dimensions as the analysis guide 
facilitated the pivot of stakeholder participation from the process to its 
outcomes by recognizing their interdependence. According to the SPAF 
proposed by Quesada-Silva et al. (2019), the quality of stakeholder 
involvement relies on the alignment of the who, when, and how di-
mensions. This entails engaging the contextual diversity of stakeholders 
across as many MSP phases as possible through effective strategies and 
methods. If any dimension is weak, it adversely affects the overall 
quality. The articulation of who, when, and how also impacts the why 
dimension, as the logic dictates that a quality process generates quality 
outcomes. In this context, in the “why” dimension, the intended 

objectives of promoting a participatory process were identified, thereby 
correlating their achievement or lack thereof with procedural aspects. 
Handling the why dimension from its potential to identify outcomes also 
allows for assessing whether participation has been regarded as an end 

Fig. 1. Major methodological steps of the approach design.  

Table 1 
Description of the approach dimensions.  

Dimension Description 

Who It covers the society segments that should be engaged in CZM (Pomeroy 
and Douvere, 2008; Gilliland and Laffoley, 2008; Barragán Muñoz, 
2014; Forkam et al., 2020) 

When It is about the momentum at which the participation is applied ( 
Gilliland and Laffoley, 2008; Quesada-Silva et al., 2019) 

How It is a broader dimension since it also embraces “how much” (intensity 
of involvement) and “how often” (frequency of involvement) (Morf 
et al., 2019; Quesada-Silva et al., 2019) 

Why It encompasses the primary purposes of adopting participation and is 
crucial for measuring achievements (Beierle, 1998; Petts and Leach, 
2000; Buanes et al., 2005)  
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in itself (e.g., mere involvement suffices to validate a decision as 
participative) or as a means to achieve objectives, as it should be (Rowe 
and Frewer, 2000; Oen et al., 2016). 

The third step entailed component selection and terminology 
standardization. As demonstrated in section 1.1, there is no stan-
dardized terminology for the components of participation, so we opted 
to compose our approach with criteria and indicators assuming the 
conceptualization proposed by Brand (1997), wherein criteria are the 
fundamental components expected to concretely set the subject matter, 
and indicators are their measurable features. To develop the criteria, 
we first selected the broader components and filtered them based on two 
guiding questions: ’Which components are fundamental to the consti-
tution of participation?’ and ’Does the developed criterion serve as a 
foundation for assessing the state of a participatory process and its 
outcomes?’. During this process, the components were either kept in 
their original form, combined, or eliminated to ensure a concise set of 
criteria that can be feasibly analyzed within a participatory process. For 
example, components such as transparency (Rowe and Frewer, 2000), 
information (Webler and Tuler, 2001) and public awareness about the 
participatory process (Laurian and Shaw, 2009) were combined into a 
single criterion; components such as the building of social capital and 
social learning were excluded due to their complexity (see Garmendia 
and Stagl, 2010), as measuring them solely through operational in-
dicators within a participatory process would be arbitrary in our un-
derstanding. At the conclusion of this process, we obtained criteria for 
each dimension. 

To develop the indicators, we relied on the required characteristics 
outlined for indicators (Carr et al., 2012), which include being 
measurable, operable, sufficiently detailed, consistent across time and 
space to enable their reproducibility, and pertinent in reflecting reality. 
To this end, we selected the more specific components and filtered them 
using the following questions: ‘Is this component concretely traceable?’ 
and ‘Does this component serve as a potential indicator for any of the 
established criteria?’. During this process, the components were either 
kept in their original form, eliminated or altered to reflect positive 
participation scenarios described in the literature (e.g., participation 
should involve a mediator, but not just any mediator—a neutral one, so 
the indicator will encompass neutrality). 

The fourth step, consultation and validation, aimed to enhance the 
accuracy of the approach, so we shared the draft of the approach with 
eight experts from different countries (Spain, Portugal, and Brazil), 
mostly by email, and requested their input on the following questions: 
’Is the approach applicable and relevant to its intended purpose 
(assessing stakeholder participation)? ’, ’Are the criteria sufficient to 
encompass all dimensions of participation?’ and ’Do the indicators 
effectively meet the criteria?’ The selection of these experts was based 
on recommendations from this research’s advisors, who considered their 
qualifications and experience in the subject. The experts found the 
approach promising but suggested two major improvements: enhancing 
the clarity of the criteria for broader applicability and making the in-
dicators more operational. To address this issue, we included detailed 
descriptions of the criteria and reviewed indicators to eliminate ambi-
guities (e.g., the effectiveness indicator was revised from “reduction of 
conflicts” to “reaching agreements among stakeholders to mitigate 

conflicts”). The final approach is presented in the results section, as it is 
the result of objective (a). 

In the final step, which was dedicated to operationalizing the 
approach, an analysis matrix (Fig. 2) was developed to systematically 
apply the criteria and indicators based on Bardin’s (1977) content 
analysis subphases: systematization, categorization, and inference. The 
matrix comprises two parts. The first involves systematizing the 
collected data (see section 2.3) on participation in the assessment. The 
data from different sources were managed separately. Each column 
within this section represents a distinct systematization unit. For 
instance, interview data were categorized by the units ‘sector’, ‘admin-
istrative level’ (if applicable), and ‘institution’ to correlate stakeholder 
positions with criteria interpretation, while minute data were organized 
into ‘topics’ and ‘outputs/outcomes’ to trace, for example, whether a 
proposal was considered in the handling of a particular topic. 

The second part is dedicated to categorization and inference. The 
columns within this section alternate between the criteria and their 
corresponding indicators. During data exploration, indicators were 
identified or not, constituting a data categorization process based on 
whether or not each criterion was covered by the content. When an 
indicator was spotted, the related criterion was marked in gray. For 
example, when a stakeholder proposal was adopted, which is an indi-
cator of the influence criterion, the content was categorized as 
addressing this criterion. Notably, the same content may refer to mul-
tiple criteria. After categorization, inferences were drawn from the 
presence of indicators by identifying how the content met the criteria 
(we used green for positive relations and red for negative ones). Using 
the last example, it can be inferred that the content positively indicates 
the influence criterion, as a participatory process must consider stake-
holder proposals. 

2.2. Introducing the study area: PAs and CZs of Cádiz Bay 

The focus of this work on the PAs and CZs in Cádiz Bay is explained 
by their well-defined boundaries, which are different from those of the 
entire subregion (Ruiz, 2011). To evaluate the approach, we required a 
more tractable case in terms of size and management configuration. 

Cádiz Bay (Fig. 3) is a subregion of 688 km2 located on the southwest 
coast of Spain, and it belongs to the administrative region Autonomous 
Community of Andalusia. Barragn Muñoz and de Andrés (2020) 
described this region as a socioecological mosaic with five system-
s—marine coastal, intertidal, agroforestry, mixed-use (residential and 
farming use), and urban-industrial systems. This work focuses on marine 
coastal and intertidal socioecological systems as systems to be governed 
by the PAs and CZs studied here. The region has two main protected 
zones—the Cádiz Bay Natural Park (CBNP - 105 km2) and the Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC) Seabed of Cádiz Bay (70 km2)—overlapping 
the intertidal (132 km2) and coastal water (230 km2) socioecological 
systems (SES) (de Andrés et al., 2018). 

The intertidal system includes salt marshes and sandbanks, and its 
outer edge meets the coastal water system, which consists of fine sedi-
ments and seagrasses. The primary pressures on the ecology of these 
SESs are attributed to population growth, tourism, industrial develop-
ment, port operations, shipping, and recreational fishing (de Andrés 

Fig. 2. Structure and running of the analysis matrix for the approach application using systematization units, criteria and related indicators (R–I).  
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Table 2 
Detailed composition of the approach.  

Criteria Dimension Description Proposed indicators Based on 

Representativeness Who Participation in CZM must involve 
representatives of all stakeholders, paying 
attention to underprivileged groups and 
society sectors to ensure the legitimacy of 
participatory processes. Representation from 
at least three groups is essential: (1) political 
and administrative authorities at various 
levels; (2) direct stakeholders, including 
resource users and direct beneficiaries 
(enterprises, NGOs, traditional groups, etc.); 
(3) indirect stakeholders (e.g., universities, 
NGOs operating at different scopes)  

● Presence of all representatives needed for 
fully subject coverage (it refers to a 
comprehensive composition of bodies 
ensuring their functionality in addressing 
issues) 

Rowe and Frewer (2000); Petts and Leach 
(2000); Petts and Leach, 2000; Rowe and 
Frewer (2005); Caddy (2005); Charnley 
and Engelbert (2005); Hovik et al., 2010;  
Carr et al. (2012); Dewan et al. (2014);  
Barragán Muñoz, 2014; Bockstael et al. 
(2016); Morf et al. (2019)    

●Perceived sufficiency of representation 
among stakeholders     
●Balanced composition of participatory bodies 
across sectors, social groups and genders     
●Presence of environmental conservation 
organizations     
●Legal recommendation for the inclusion of 
women and local/traditional community 
representatives  

Timing When Early involvement of stakeholders in CZM 
processes is directly linked to their 
commitment and dedication to supporting 
management endeavors. Note that the 
concept of timing encompasses both 
temporal, key or hierarchical stages, which 
may not always adhere strictly to the 
prescribed sequence (for example, PAs that 
have been managed for years without having 
a management plan in place). The sequence 
of stages can vary based on the specific 
subject under consideration. The main phases 
of CZM are (1) issue identification and 
prioritization; (2) policy, plan or program 
preparation and adoption; (3) 
implementation; (4) monitoring and 
evaluation 

●Adoption of participation (opening processes 
for stakeholders through participatory tools or 
methods) in data collection; data evaluation; 
identifying constraints, opportunities, and 
threats (phase 1) 

Rowe and Frewer (2000); European 
Commission, 2003; Thomas and Middleton 
(2003); Olsen et al. (2009); Reed, 2008    

●Adoption of participation in vision and 
objectives definition; zoning; designing 
management plans and programs; other 
strategic decisions (resource allocation, 
authority definition, etc.) (phase 2)     
●Adoption of participation in management 
tools designing and formalization; strategies 
and activities implementation; enforcement 
(phase 3)     
●Adoption of participation in monitoring and 
surveillance evaluation of successes, failures, 
and learnings (phase 4)  

Promotion How In CZM, the responsibility for promoting 
participation usually lies with public 
administration. This criterion involves the 
efforts towards promoting comprehensive 
participation capable of handling significant 
social, educational, cultural, and economic 
diversity and inequalities. It is related to the 
participatory tools and methods adopted, as 
well as the costs of participation in terms of 
financial, human, material, and time 
resources 

●Perceived satisfaction with the promotion of 
participation among stakeholders 

Beierle (1998); Rowe and Frewer (2000);  
Petts and Leach, 2000; Rowe and Frewer 
(2005); Reed, 2008; Pomeroy and Douvere 
(2008); Nadeem and Fischer (2011); Carr 
et al. (2012); Barragán Muñoz, 2014; Oen 
et al. (2016); Quesada-Silva et al., 2019    

●Utilization of communication facilitation 
tools     
●Utilization of diverse and adequate 
participatory methods and tools (e.g. social 
groups with limited internet access necessitate 
in-person tools for participation)     
●Scheduling meetings, hearings, and other 
events at optimal times and locations for the 
majority of stakeholders     
●Legal guarantee and regulation of 
participation     
●Establishment or designation of official 
participatory bodies by legal means  

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2 (continued ) 

Criteria Dimension Description Proposed indicators Based on    

●Availability of official guidelines for 
participatory processes     
●Allocation of public budget for participation     
●Availability of human resources for 
participation (e.g. mediator)     
●The mediator in the participatory process is a 
neutral agent     
●Participation as a target, program, or line of 
action of plans and programs     
●Holding meetings with sufficient frequency   

Criteria Dimension Description Proposed indicators Based on 

Accountability 
and Clearness 

How Transparency regarding expected outcomes, 
decision-making structures, participant 
selection, process guidelines, financial aspects, 
and chosen methodologies should be ensured. 
Additionally, it needed to guarantee stakeholder 
access to pertinent information and technical 
details and, under specific circumstances, 
simplify complex content for better 
understanding 

●Perceived transparency among 
stakeholders 

Beierle (1998); Rowe and Frewer (2000);  
Webler and Tuler (2001); Caddy (2005);  
Backstrand (2006); Pomeroy and Douvere 
(2008); Gilliland and Laffoley, 2008; Laurian 
and Shaw (2009); Nadeem and Fischer (2011);  
Bockstael et al. (2016); Oen et al. (2016)    

●Transparency as a legal requirement     
●Definition of participation concept 
and objective     
●Development of metrics for 
monitoring participation     
●Clarification about priorities, 
decision-making framework, and 
procedures     
●Feedback provision to stakeholders 
on their proposals and participation 
results     
●Detailed documentation of 
participatory process     
●Supplying crucial documents with 
consideration for easy access and 
advance     
●Adoption of accessible language in 
technical documents and other 
materials relevant to the stakeholder 
awareness     
●Account for budgets and expenditures  

Influence How The outcomes of stakeholder participation 
should be genuinely accepted and utilized as 
much as possible. This is a key factor to keep 
stakeholders engaged, once they perceive 
participation as a functional and meaningful 
process. The acceptance level of participation 
results depends on the degree of power sharing 
that the authority is willing to embrace 

●Perceived real influence among 
stakeholders 

Beierle (1998); Rowe and Frewer (2000);  
Webler and Tuler (2001); Buanes et al. (2005);  
Pomeroy and Douvere (2008); Laurian and 
Shaw (2009); Nadeem and Fischer (2011);  
Luyet et al. (2012); Bawole (2013); Morf et al. 
(2019)    

●Establishment of deliberative 
participation     
●Putting the agenda up for discussion 
(and not just inform)     
●Balanced turn-taking of speech in the 
debate     
●Collective agreements on 
participation rules and procedures     
●Sharing of responsibilities between 
stakeholders and authority (e.g., 
stakeholders taking on roles in PA 
management)     
●Decision-making by vote or 
consensus     
●Participatory body/process as a 
competent entity to work through key 
PA issues (and not limited to addressing 
superficial topics)     
●Incorporation of stakeholder matters 
in the PA agenda     
●Integration of stakeholder inputs into 
final decisions (final plans, programs, 
reports, etc.)     
●Acceptance of proposals not 
originating from the authority  

(continued on next page) 
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et al., 2018; Barragán Muñoz and de Andrés, 2020). Over thousands of 
years, the wetland landscape of the intertidal system has reshaped due to 
salt extraction. This activity has significantly decreased (Regional 
Environment Department, 2022), and most of the salt lakes have been 
either abandoned or converted for aquaculture, which is now the main 
activity in this system, in addition to shellfishing. These salt lake 
structures have also become vital habitats for migratory bird species. 

The CBNP was established in 1989, and its socioeconomic influence 
area includes five municipalities: Cádiz (capital), Puerto Real, San Fer-
nando, Chiclana de la Frontera, and El Puerto de Santa Maria (de Andrés 
et al., 2018). Three smaller PAs (Fig. 3) overlap the park: the “Isla del 
Trocadero” Natural Site, the “Sancti Petri” Saltmarshes Natural Site, and 
the “Punta del Boquerón" Natural Monument. The management of these 
PAs is centralized under the CBNP. All these areas are the responsibility 
of the Regional Environment Department. 

For these areas, there are two participatory bodies: the managing 
board (Junta Rectora in Spanish) of the CBNP, which also handles the 
other PAs, and the Provincial Council for the Environment and Biodi-
versity of Cádiz, which is responsible for the SAC Seabed of Cadiz Bay 
and all environmental matters in Cádiz Province. 

2.3. Sources of information to evaluate participation in Cádiz Bay 

Three sources were utilized in this part of the research, namely:  

● Official documents. The analysis was conducted on all documents 
published between 1989 (as the starting point of the publishing of 
the Protected Areas Inventory of Andalusia - Law 2/1989) and 2022, 
which were laws related to the regulation of conservation strategies 
and participation rights, decrees for PAs and CZ creation and man-
agement tool establishment, and management plans; 

● Interviews with key stakeholders of public administration (Envi-
ronment Department and town hall representatives), science (Uni-
versity of Cádiz and Institute of Marine Sciences of Andalusia), 
business (entrepreneurs confederation, aquaculture, and salt 
exploitation), and society (ecologists and artisanal salt workers) 
were conducted. The interview script covered the following topics: 
stakeholders identifying and engaging, participation tools, gaps in 
participatory processes, conservation and stakeholder needs 
addressing, and trustworthiness building.  

● Minutes from participatory bodies (supplied by the Environment 
Department) were examined. The CBNP minutes were collected only 

from 2015 due to the Barragán Muñoz and Ruiz (2015) paper that 
extensively assessed the CBNP minutes published between 1999 and 
2015. For the Provincial Council minutes, we reviewed all the mi-
nutes (from 2004 to 2022). 

3. Major findings and discussion 

3.1. Presenting the proposed evaluation approach and assessing it based 
on its application in the study area 

The evaluation approach for stakeholder participation presented 
here consists of six criteria: representativeness, timing, promotion, 
accountability and clearness, influence, and effectiveness. Each of them 
is associated with a distinct dimension and can be achieved through the 
indicators. The structure and components of the approach are described 
in Table 2. Given our objective of addressing process and outcomes, our 
approach provides a frame of methodological and contextual aspects 
(Nadeem and Fischer, 2011) and products (Carr et al., 2012) of a 
participatory process. This frame is composed linearly as the approach is 
applied, allowing the suggestion of a cause-and-effect relationship be-
tween the process-based criteria and the effectiveness criterion. As 
previously stated, the approach was implemented at the study site, 
aiding in pinpointing issues for its further development. 

The first criterion, representativeness (who dimension), sheds light 
on who represented within a participatory process and whether this 
representation aligns with the social composition of the system to be 
governed (see Table 2 for essential representatives). Identifying stake-
holders marks an initial step in participatory processes (Rowe and 
Frewer, 2000; Morf et al., 2019; Quesada-Silva et al., 2019). The timing 
criterion (when dimension) aims to place the participatory process 
within the course of CZM, elucidating the temporal and hierarchical 
levels of involvement. This facilitates an understanding of whether 
stakeholders engage early in CZM and to what extent, whether it is 
normative, strategic, or operational (Flannery et al., 2018; Ques-
ada-Silva et al., 2019). Fitting these levels with the CZM cycle 
perspective (refer to Table 2), the normative level entails activities such 
as vision definition and public policy design, while the strategic level 
involves decisions such as setting objectives for management tools (e.g., 
a PA) and allocating financial resources. Finally, the operational level 
encompasses tasks related to management implementation, such as 
designing management plans and monitoring. These two criteria pro-
vide a contextual perspective on participation, as who and when situate 

Table 2 (continued ) 

Criteria Dimension Description Proposed indicators Based on 

Effectiveness Why This criterion covers both the overall goals of 
participation and the specific objectives each 
process aims to achieve. In general, participation 
should foster trust among stakeholders and 
authorities, encourage cooperation, raise 
awareness, and reduce conflicts. Regarding the 
specific goals of participation, they should be 
identified to facilitate the assessment of 
effectiveness. Focusing on outcomes in 
evaluation is central since participation is a 
means to specific ends, not an end in itself in 
CZM 

●Perceived trust building among 
stakeholders 

Beierle (1998); Rowe and Frewer (2000); Petts 
and Leach, 2000; Pomeroy and Douvere (2008); 
Reed, 2008; Nadeem and Fischer (2011); Carr 
et al. (2012); Quesada-Silva et al., 2019    

●Stakeholders’ perceived raise in 
awareness regarding the significance of 
the PA     
●Cooperation between stakeholders 
and public authority to handle an issue     
●Monitoring and oversight of 
priorities, procedures, and other 
processes     
●Position towards the conservation of 
the PA ecosystems     
●Reaching agreements among 
stakeholders to mitigate conflicts   
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it within the broader context of the coastal zone. 
The criteria linked to the how dimension—promotion, account-

ability and clearness, and influence—provide an evaluation geared to-
ward methodological aspects. However, they also encompass indicators 
of contextual aspects; for instance, “legal guarantee and regulation of 
participation” (found under the promotion criterion in Table 2) relates 

to the legal framework upon which a participatory process is built. These 
criteria encompass the variations within how much (breadth of the 
stakeholder influence) and how often (frequency of involvement) (Morf 
et al., 2019). The promotion criterion covers a wide range of partici-
pation components found in other evaluation models, including the in-
dependence (neutral mediator indicator, see Table 2) and resource 

Fig. 3. Contextualization of Cádiz Bay and its protected zones.  
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accessibility criteria (Rowe and Frewer, 2000) and the ease principle 
(participation must be facilitated by the authority - Barragán Muñoz, 
2014). The accountability and clearness criterion involves components 
such as transparency regarding priorities, decision-making and expen-
ditures (Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Laurian and Shaw, 2009; Oen et al., 
2016), as well as information provision (Beierle, 1998; Caddy, 2005). 
The influence criterion addresses highly valued elements in Webler and 
Tuler’s (2001) method, such as influence over agenda-setting and final 
decisions. It also considers influence in rules and procedures to be an 
important aspect of the flexibility of participants (Rowe and Frewer, 
2000). 

The effectiveness criterion was formulated to target the first-hand 
outcomes. Under this criterion, the outcomes encompass the over-
arching primary goals of participation, as outlined by Carr et al. (2012), 
and the specific objectives of each participatory process (found in 
decrees regulating participation or management plans, for example). By 
mapping these outcomes, it becomes possible to ascertain whether a 
process has been effective in achieving them. Once identifying which 
objectives were achieved and which were not, it is possible to correlate 
them with other criteria to identify potential reasons for that. For 
instance, Areizaga et al. (2012), in their assessment of SP within CZM in 
the Cantabria Region (Spain), found that the process’s success in 
building trust among stakeholders was hampered by a lack of trans-
parency in decision-making. In their work on developing a strategy for 
managing the “Mar Menor” coastal lagoon in Murcia (Spain), Barragán 
Muñoz et al. (2020) demonstrated the dependence between establishing 
transparent and well-promoted participation and overcoming manage-
ment barriers and achieving the objective of addressing existing con-
flicts and preventing future conflicts. In these examples, the authors 
correlate accountability and clearness and promotion with effectiveness. 

Apart from correlations with effectiveness, applying the other 
criteria alone may also be inadequate for drawing meaningful conclu-
sions. Considering the timing criteria, knowing that the CZM phase 
opened to stakeholders is insufficient; it is critical to understand the 
quality of this participation by combining timing with other factors. 
Table 3 shows possible criteria combinations for answering evaluation 

questions proposed in the literature. Additionally, since the criteria can 
provide a primary understanding of participation, after their application 
and the identification of process flaws, alternative methods can be 
employed to address them. If, for example, the evaluator identifies un-
derrepresentation and aims to map stakeholders within the coastal zone 
context, they may need to complement the approach with stakeholder 
analysis methods. 

Most of these indicators are suitable for use from either a qualitative 
or quantitative perspective. The same indicator can be interpreted based 
on its presence/absence (qualitative, e.g., if stakeholders perceive 
transparency, how do they do it?) or by measuring its frequency of 
occurrence (quantitative, e.g., how many stakeholders perceive trans-
parency?). They were designed to assess quality, implying an interpre-
tation based on the literature regarding what constitutes a good and 
effective participatory process. In this regard, caution is necessary when 
interpreting these data to avoid misunderstanding the object under 
evaluation. According to the influence criterion (Table 2), even if the 
indicator “establishment of deliberative participation” correlates posi-
tively with a process, it cannot be conclusively inferred that stakeholders 
truly influence decisions, as this requires additional factors such as 
equitable dialog (may be reflected in the “balanced turn-taking of speech 
in the debate” indicator) (Gillgren et al., 2019) or achivement of agré-
ments (Barragán Muñoz et al., 2020). 

Considering the flaws of the indicators, the initial issue identified is 
the lack of a ranking according to their degree of relevance. While 
certain indicators are standard in all participatory processes (e.g., 
detailed records), others hold greater importance depending on the 
specificities of the process and participants involved (e.g., adapting 
language for indigenous communities in coastal zone management in 
developing countries, as discussed by Bockstael et al., 2016; Havard 
et al., 2015). In this sense, Webler and Tuler (2001) argue that stake-
holders’ interpretations of a successful process vary according to their 
principles or contexts. These varied viewpoints carry significant impli-
cations for participation planning, underscoring that ranking indicators 
with inputs from distinct sectors and groups would assist managers in 
determining which ones to address first. No ranking hindered the 

Table 3 
Potential combinations of criteria to address participation assessment guiding questions.   

Guiding questions 

Representativeness Timing Promotion Influence Accountability and 
Clearness 

Effectiveness 

Did the process provide for an egalitarian environment for all the participants 
to express their concerns? (Nadeem and Fischer, 2011) 

X  X X X  

Were stakeholders encouraged to participate in all CZM stages? (Barragán 
Muñoz, 2014; Collie et al., 2013 apud Quesada-Silva et al., 2019)  

X X    

Is the role and functioning of participation sufficiently provided for in 
legislation? (Barragán Muñoz, 2014; Barragán Muñoz and Ruiz, 2015)   

X  X  

Is the participatory process well-organized from an administrative and 
economic perspective? (Barragán Muñoz, 2014)   

X  X  

Did the active public feel that they had sufficient instruments and knowledge 
to contribute to deliberations and decision-making? (Beierle, 1998;  
Barragán Muñoz, 2014)   

X  X  

Do the methods adopted provide the participants with sufficient opportunity 
to influence decisions? (Nadeem and Fischer, 2011)   

X X   

Did time and cost spent with stakeholder participation reflect wider support? 
(Quesada-Silva et al., 2019)   

X   X 

Did the participatory process ensure power balance among stakeholders? ( 
Quesada-Silva et al., 2019) 

X  X X X  

Did the participatory process balance both top-down and bottom-up 
approaches, resulting in shared decision-making? (Quesada-Silva et al., 
2019)    

X  X 

Did the public feel that it had an impact on decisions? (Beierle, 1998) X   X   
What degree of power-sharing is implied? (Barnes et al. apud Petts and Leach, 

2000)  
X  X   

Did stakeholder involvement improve or worsen cooperation among 
interested parties? (Beierle, 1998)   

X X  X 

Did participation enable progress towards decisions about environmental 
problems? (Chess, 2000)    

X  X  
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organization and presentation of findings based on the value of in-
dicators for analyzing participation in Cádiz Bay. Instead, despite being 
interpreted qualitatively, they are chosen to be presented in section 3.2 
according to their frequency of appearance in the analysis matrix. 
Another limitation of these indicators is their heavy focus on evaluating 
participation by centralizing the role of the responsible authority (e.g., is 
the public authority promoting participation or allowing stakeholders to 
influence?). This hinders the assessment of the stakeholders’ commit-
ment to participation and responding to guiding questions not pointed 
out in Table 3, such as ’Which sectors and stakeholders were actively 
engaged and integrated into the process?’ (Ansong et al., 2017 apud 
Quesada-Silva et al., 2019). 

In terms of the dimensions, we acknowledge the necessity of intro-
ducing a fifth dimension—the “what” dimension—which may encom-
pass criteria such as meaningfulness and cohesiveness. This is because it 
lacks the means to assess the quality of content in the participation 
process, specifically whether discussions in the participatory arena are 
relevant to CZM aims. The studies reviewed do not clearly delineate this 
dimension or its possible criteria. However, some of them provide evi-
dence that supports the need for such a dimension. Barragán Muñoz and 
Ruiz (2015) emphasize that grasping what participation is about is 
required to comprehend the extent to which the agenda reflects insti-
tutional, environmental, and social concerns. This enabled the authors 
to find that within the CBNP board, the most frequent discussions relate 
to the board’s functioning, raising doubts about the relevance of 
participation in improving socioenvironmental decisions. Neglecting 
this dimension can also lead to stakeholder frustration, as indicated by 
Flannery et al.’s (2018) findings that participants in the US MSP process 
were disappointed with engaging in vague and nonspecific agendas 
instead of debating specific projects where gains and losses were at 
stake. 

The analysis matrix (Fig. 2) shows the participation in two gra-
des—existing/missing and positive/negative connections—which ex-
pands the range of results to work with. The categorization of criteria 
allows visualization of existing and missing links, facilitating further 
exploration of guiding questions such as “Is the role and functioning of 
participation sufficiently provided for in legislation?” (Table 3) by 
examining which criteria appear most in the legal framework relating to 
Cádiz Bay CZM. In the inference subphase, keeping the same example, it 
was possible to assess the connections by focusing on the adverb “suf-
ficiently,” which indicates the quality of how the criteria have been 
addressed within this legal framework. In contrast, the matrix operation 
and reading may be complex to apply, particularly for uses beyond 
scientific purposes. The main expected challenge is a shortage of time 
and effort required for the extensive systematization and interpretation 
of data when applying the matrix. 

The following section focuses on presenting and discussing the out-
comes related to participation in the PAs and CZs of Cádiz Bay, gathered 
through the implementation of the approach. 

3.2. Applying the approach in Cádiz Bay 

The approach applied in Cádiz Bay yielded a comprehensive dataset; 
thus, in this section, we will present only the main results. In general, the 
data revealed a lack of participation within the SAC Seabed of Cádiz and 
symbolic participation within Cádiz Bay Natural Park, as shown in 
Fig. 4. First, we present the data by focusing on each criterion of anal-
ysis, and then we discuss how it correlates to the broader management of 
Cádiz Bay. 

3.2.1. Examining stakeholder participation through the lens of each 
criterion 

Representativeness. To present and discuss this criterion, we focused 
on the main identified indicators: (a) balanced composition of partici-
patory bodies across sectors, social groups and genders, (b) perceived 
sufficiency of representation among stakeholders, and (c) the presence 

of all representatives needed for full subject coverage. 
The (a) indicator was negatively related to the CBNP managing board 

once the creation decree (Decree no. 239/1997) mandated 50% repre-
sentation from the public administration, with the remaining percent-
ages allocated to science (6.5%), business (6.5%), and civil society 
(30.5%), indicating the overrepresentation of the public administration. 
Barragán Muñoz and Ruiz (2015) noted that the predominance of the 
public sector is associated with the board’s use for government coordi-
nation and the extension of institutional control. This observation aligns 
with stakeholder perceptions that the CBNP board structure tends to 
favor the public authority in decision-making to the detriment of the 
stakeholders’ influence (Fig. 4). Additionally, the excessive presence of 
public administration was mentioned as a discouragement for other 
sectors. Flannery et al. (2018) indicate that this discouragement relates 
to the fact that dominance limits stakeholders’ ability to truly engage in 
the planning and management process. 

The (b) and (c) indicators also displayed negative correlations with 
CBNP. As shown in Fig. 4, stakeholders perceive underrepresentation, 
which was confirmed in the board legal composition. The vulnerable 
groups of shellfish catchers and artisanal salt workers are not repre-
sented, despite their significant struggle with the decline in ecosystem 
services (de Andrés et al., 2018), particularly in terms of reduced 
shellfish provision due to habitat loss and the socioeconomic instability 
resulting from their activity devaluation (Valle, 2023). Key economic 
representatives such as those from the port, real estate, and industry 
sectors are also missing on board, underscoring a management gap, as 
they are the primary drivers of change in land and marine use in Cádiz 
Bay in recent decades (de Andrés et al., 2018). Consequently, discus-
sions either occur within the board without crucial stakeholders present 
to provide comprehensive coverage of the subject or occur outside the 
board, exclusively involving the public authority and the responsible 
party. 

In the Provincial Council, the indicators also showed negative cor-
relations. Civil society holds a 70% majority, but sea- and coast-related 
organizations have only one representation, sport fishing. This lack of 
representation is linked to stakeholders’ perception of complete exclu-
sion (Fig. 4). The CBNP board and the Council share only one member, 
the Andalusian Ecologists Association. According to Barragán Muñoz 
(2014), when selecting stakeholders, it is crucial to consider the influ-
ence zone for more effective participation. In this regard, various factors 
highlight the highly sensitive influence between SACs and CBNPs. 
Together, these areas form an ecological unit, interchanging sediment 
and water and serving as a transition space for species (Regional Envi-
ronment Department, 2015). Therefore, failing to engage the same 
stakeholders represents a shortcoming in enhancing management 
through participation. 

Timing. This criterion will primarily be discussed through the 
following indicators: (a) the adoption of participation in designing 
management plans and programs, (b) the adoption of participation in 
strategic decisions, and (c) the adoption of participation in monitoring 
and surveillance. 

Indicators (a) and (c) showed positive correlations with regulations, 
as they foresee allowing participation in designing management plans 
and monitoring. This was confirmed in the context of CBNP (Fig. 4 – 
ongoing participation), where stakeholders were involved in revising or 
formulating plans from 2016 to 2022, such as the Master Plan for Use 
and Management (PRUG), the Natural Resource Management Plan 
(PORN), and the Sustainable Development Plan II. Strategic decisions, 
such as the choice of the Park’s director or funding allocation, also 
involved the participatory board process (indicator b). Note that these 
phases are specifically linked to the management of the intertidal system 
(Fig. 3), excluding coastal waters. 

Following the hierarchical levels perspective (Flannery et al., 2018; 
Quesada-Silva et al., 2019)—normative, strategic, and operational—we 
argue that participation in CBNP is restricted to the operational level. 
This limitation stems from a board dynamic that heavily focuses on 
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administrative operations aimed at how to achieve goals rather than 
determining what goals to pursue. However, even at the operational 
level, full participation is not achieved; for example, there is no indi-
cation of participation in implementation according to the data. 

Regarding the SAC context, no indicators were detected, suggesting 
that phases were not open to participation (Fig. 4 – ongoing participa-
tion); therefore, participation in SACs is nonexistent (Fig. 4). Unlike the 
CBNP, which lacks documentation on its creation, the data related to the 
SAC indicated that it missed the opportunity to involve stakeholders 
from the outset. This may be a strong factor for the lack of stakeholder 
recognition of this CZ, considering that the literature emphasizes early 
involvement as one of the primary ways to stimulate a sense of identi-
fication and commitment among stakeholders (Rowe and Frewer, 2005; 
Gilliland and Laffoley, 2008). Furthermore, the lack of open phases for 
participation in SACs confirms the perception of not promoting partic-
ipation (Fig. 4), a topic addressed in the following criterion. 

Promotion. To assess this criterion, we focused on the following in-
dicators: (a) legal guarantee and regulation of participation, (b) allo-
cation of public budget for participation, (c) holding meetings with 
sufficient frequency, and (d) perceived satisfaction with the promotion 
of participation among stakeholders. 

Participation is recognized as a citizen’s right (indicator a) protected 
by overarching laws such as the Protected Areas Inventory of Andalusia 
(Law 2/1989) and the National Law on Public Participation in Envi-
ronmental Matters (Law 27/2006). However, there are no financial re-
sources available for participation by the CBNP board or the Provincial 
Council (indicator b). We suggest that this deficiency is indicative of the 
limited funding for coastal environmental protection in Spain (Barragán 
Muñoz, 2010) and the establishment of Spanish PAs and CZs without 
dedicated management funding (Santamarina Campos, 2019). Conse-
quently, both the CBNP and SAC lack an independent budget, and the 
available resources for participation are directly allocated by the 
regional government through other initiatives without necessarily 
involving participatory bodies. Second, the adopted methods appear to 
be deficient (indicator c). The Provincial Council seems limited in 
addressing specific aspects of this CZ when meetings occur only once or 
twice a year and needs to handle issues for the entire province. The 
frequency of CBNP board meetings (twice a year) was also identified as 
insufficient for a comprehensive discussion of the park’s issues. As 
indicated in Fig. 4, these shortcomings are correlated with the pre-
dominant stakeholder perception of lacking the promotion of partici-
pation (indicator d). 

Beyond these challenges, some interviews suggested that promoting 
participation in these areas faces the challenge of a low-participation 
culture. While our data and analysis methods are not sufficient to 
assess this issue, Barragán Muñoz and Ruiz (2015) argue that if it exists, 
no significant measures have been adopted by the public administration 
to address it. The proactive action of public servants, including dialog 
with those who typically do not participate, fostering citizen organiza-
tions, expanding opportunities for participation, and others, is central to 
changing this culture (Bynner et al., 2023). 

Accountability and Clearness. The main indicators assessed for 
accountability and transparency criteria were (a) definition of the 
participation concept and objective, (b) clarification of priorities, the 
decision-making framework and procedures, (c) feedback provision to 
stakeholders on their proposals and participation results, and (d) 
detailed documentation of the participatory process. 

Indicators (a) and (b) were not found to correlate with the SAC, 
whereas positive correlations were identified with the CBNP. In the 
CBNP, participation is legally structured mainly by the managing 
board’s decree (Decree 239/1997), delineating objectives and proced-
ures. This seems to be related to stakeholders’ understanding of the 
CBNP board’s function and their responsibilities as members, although 
this does not imply consensus, aligning with observations from 
numerous studies that clarity is a fundamental prerequisite for stake-
holders to take over the purpose of participation (Beierle, 1998; Rowe 

and Frewer, 2000; Nadeem and Fischer, 2011; Luyet et al., 2012). In this 
sense, we argue that the legal structure of participation ensures a con-
crete basis from which stakeholders can both advocate for its enforce-
ment and disagree with what is established. 

The provision of feedback to stakeholders (indicator c) is a legal 
requirement outlined in laws such as Andalusia’s General Law on Public 
Participation (Law 7/2017) and the National Law on Public Participa-
tion in Environmental Matters (Law 27/2006). While a detailed analysis 
suggests that minor feedback is provided within the meetings’ dynamics, 
nongovernmental stakeholders have reported not receiving feedback in 
significant processes such as the revisions of PORN and PRUG, leaving 
them uncertain about the incorporation of their contributions. More-
over, the meeting minutes lack information on parallel participatory 
processes (indicator d). This created a gap in the evaluation of discus-
sions adjacent to the council (e.g., in working groups), preventing us 
from comparing proposed and accepted suggestions in the revision of 
management plans. 

Influence. The criterion influence was identified mainly through the 
following indicators: (a) establishment of deliberative participation, (b) 
perceived real influence among stakeholders, (c) putting the agenda up 
for discussion, (d) integration of stakeholder inputs into final decisions, 
and (e) acceptance of proposals not originating from the authority. 

In Spain and Andalusia, participation takes on a consultative nature 
(indicator a), where outcomes should be taken into account, but the 
ultimate decision-making authority remains with the public adminis-
tration. This, coupled with the sensing that issues often reach the board 
with predetermined conclusions and are simply submitted for valida-
tion, contributes to the stakeholder perception of lacking genuine in-
fluence over the management of the CBNP (indicator b). Drawing on 
Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation (1969), we contend that the 
current level of participation in CBNP aligns with the symbolic degree 
(Fig. 4), characterized by stakeholders providing ongoing advice that is 
not legally binding. The degree of symbolism varies across hierarchical 
levels, with strategic decisions typically being informed, while opera-
tional decisions often involve debate (indicator c). This variation ap-
pears to be influenced by legal expectations regarding participation. 
Evidence of this can be seen in the management plan review process, 
where the legal requirement that these plans be approved by the CBNP 
board (Decree 239/1997) conditioned a more extensive debate, even 
incorporating negotiation aspects before final approval. 

Indicators (d) and (e) also exhibited unfavorable interactions ac-
cording to the data. Patterns of how stakeholder proposals face rejection 
were identified, a process that does not necessarily involve a clear ’no’. 
First, proposals are neither explicitly denied nor approved; instead, they 
are set aside. Another alternative is the delayed development of pro-
posals, with two potential scenarios—the proposal is advanced due to 
the proponent’s insistence, or it is forgotten in case of giving up. While 
voting was a less common procedure identified, when it occurred, it was 
usually followed by public sector counterarguments. Rejection often 
comes with justifications related to bureaucratic constraints or lack of 
competence. Notably, no public administration proposal has ever been 
voted down (Barragán Muñoz and Ruiz, 2015). These findings under-
score the importance of considering both timing and influence criteria 
before determining the level of participation in a given decision. Here, 
we found a negative correlation between the phases opened for partic-
ipation in CBNP management (timing) and their influence (Fig. 4). 

Effectiveness. The effectiveness indicators identified were the 
following: (a) monitoring and oversight of priorities, procedures, and 
other processes, (b) position toward the conservation of the PA ecosys-
tems, (c) cooperation between stakeholders and public authority to 
handle an issue, and (d) perceived trust building among stakeholders. 

Indicators (a) and (b) match the Park’s managing board objectives: 
monitoring compliance with norms and management plans and advo-
cating for protected area values. Data analysis revealed that SP is more 
effective in overseeing administration (Fig. 4), which is often associated 
with PA defense. A few social control and value advocacy forms include 
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seeking clarification about the actions taken on socioenvironmental is-
sues (e.g., alien species invasion and fish mortality in fish farming), the 
nonprioritization of the management plan (e.g., in favor of urbanization 
or investment plans), and the institutional procedures (e.g., salt lake 
management concessions). Corroborating findings from other studies on 
the importance of environmental conservation organizations’ partici-
pation (Nadeem and Fischer, 2011; Carr et al., 2012), the representative 
of the Andalusian Ecologists Association has played a crucial role in 
achieving these objectives, showing domain over the legislation, prior-
ities, and goals that must guide CBNP management. However, we argue 
that the achievement of these objectives is compromised by the under-
representation of stakeholders, mainly regarding salt extraction. While 
the preservation of this activity is a core value of the CBNP (Regional 
Environment Department, 2022), the majority of salt lakes are aban-
doned (de Andrés et al., 2018), and the absence of salt worker repre-
sentatives seems to contribute to the lack of advocacy within the board 
for actions to change this scenario. 

Regarding the overarching goals of participation (Table 2), we 
observed a few cooperation initiatives (indicator c) aimed at addressing 
climate change impacts and sustainable aquaculture measures. 
Conversely, many opportunities to cooperate were missed in issues such 
as thefts in the park’s area, effects of pests on economic activities, un-
regulated public use, or the development of environmental education 
initiatives. Another finding was the prevailing perception of a lack of 
trust-building in the participatory process (indicator d). We attribute 
these results to highly institutionalized participation in Cádiz Bay, 
where the public authority centralizes and drives stakeholder involve-
ment, as observed by Barragán Muñoz and Ruiz (2015) and through 
criteria evaluation. This creates a nonfunctional environment for 
advancing toward participation goals for reasons such as achieving 
cooperation requiring more equitable power dynamics among actors 
(Arnstein, 1969; Okazaki, 2008; Hovik et al., 2010; Dewan et al., 2014), 
and, as observed in the timing and influence criteria, stakeholder power 
for contributing is low and limited to a few operational matters. More-
over, considering that fostering trust depends on transparency, mutual 
communication, and the genuine promotion of participation (Beierle, 
1998; Nadeem and Fischer, 2011; Carr et al., 2012), the distrust 
resulting from the identified weaknesses in accountability and clearness, 
promotion, and influence criteria seems to be mainly about a feeling 
among stakeholders external to the public sector that they are not 
effectively integrated into management due to a lack of willingness of 
the public authority to share power. 

3.2.2. Stakeholder participation in Cádiz Bay: contributions to CZM 
Dialoging the challenges for participatory CZM reported by Seixas 

et al. (2019), the primary issue highlighted in the context of Cádiz Bay is 
the low quality of its legal structure. This is first related to the basal 
challenge of lacking legislation that directly shapes and fosters 

participation in the coastal PAs and CZs of Cádiz Bay. This observation 
corroborates other studies on Spain’s coastal and marine areas, such as 
that of García et al. (2021), who examined the Spanish framework for 
MSP and found that marine policy is vague and deficient in defining 
priorities for long-term marine space. Table 4 presents a general diag-
nosis of each criterion (except effectiveness) in the official documents, 
with a focus on the limitations in addressing participation within the 
context of CZM. 

Seixas et al. (2019), through evaluating Brazil’s CZM, identified 
measures for collaboration, including modern participatory arrange-
ments, specific policies and programs for CZM engagement, and gov-
ernment willingness to review existing legislation. Therefore, the 
ongoing regulation of the study case is generic and outdated in terms of 
not addressing participation purposefully (e.g., management plans often 
mention participation as a program without clear formulation) and 
neglecting a systematic approach to the coastal zone. Wever et al. (2012) 
highlighted that a centralized and fragmented institutional framework is 
the first obstacle to achieving more integrated participatory CZM. Not 
addressing a systematic perspective of Cádiz Bay led to no interaction of 
participation in the management of intertidal and coastal water systems 
(Fig. 3), aligning with de Andrés et al.’s (2018) findings on the Cádiz Bay 
administration, which is highly sectoral and incoherent with ecosystem 
boundaries. The consideration of Cádiz Bay as a socioecological mosaic 
does not solve this problem entirely, but it helps to understand the 
territory holistically, laying the foundations for better collaboration, 
interadministrative cooperation, and inclusive participation (de Andrés 
et al., 2018). 

Advocacy for integration in management and therefore in partici-
pation is grounded in the significant interplay between systems, as 
highlighted by de Andrés et al. (2018), who argue that the large-scale 
marine activities developed in the Cádiz Bay region are primary 
drivers of pressure on intertidal ecosystem services. This dynamic was 
reinforced during interviews, where salt worker respondents cited 
erosion by coastal waters as a major factor impacting salt lakes, neces-
sitating constant maintenance that is not always financially feasible for 
everyone, and noted that coastal water quality critically determines the 
chemical composition of salt. The above situation is not exclusive to 
Cadiz Bay. Barragán Muñoz et al. (2020) highlighted the fragmented 
institutional framework in the “Mar Menor” without considering the 
whole socioecological system surrounding the coastal lagoon and 
explored the implementation of the tools already developed to achieve 
integration. 

The expansion of the park’s borders, potentially including the SAC 
area, was proposed in the PORN and PRUG revision as a potential 
avenue for integrating management. The proposal was rejected by 
means previously discussed in the influence criterion, which is tied to 
the third identified issue: the low participation of stakeholders in 
decision-making. However, while there are insufficient data to support 

Table 4 
Overview of each criterion on a legal basis from the CZM perspective.  

Criterion Overview 

Representativeness A commonly addressed criterion but lacks inclusivity for marginalized groups and overlooks the specificities of coastal and marine ecosystems’ social 
uses. For instance, the creation decree of the CBNP managing board includes fishing organizations, but without differing among industrial, sport, 
traditional, or small-scale (fishing types that entail distinct power levels over resources and CZM, see Seixas et al., 2019 for example) 

Timing Criterion little addressed. CZM is not interpreted as a continuous and circular process (e.g., it required stakeholder involvement in creating and 
reviewing management plans, but this seems to occur once every fifteen/twenty years, so in which other steps should stakeholders be engaged?). It fails 
in foreseen participation in all the steps, particularly the initial ones 

Promotion This criterion is commonly addressed and ensures fundamental factors (right to participation, participatory bodies, guidelines, etc.). However, legal 
measures for coastal and marine PAs and CZs pay minimal attention to participation, resulting in deficient participatory tools to handle the complexity 
of coastal zones and a deficit of programs supporting stakeholder involvement, particularly for social groups (examples provided in Wever et al., 2012) 

Accountability and 
Clearness 

Instruments specifically tied to the coastal and marine PAs and CZs do not conceptualize participation. The objectives are limited to the operational 
aspects, such as approving plans and monitoring decisions. These factors contribute to the absence of a clear formulation of the expected impacts in the 
areas and CZM, making it challenging, for example, to comprehensively assess effectiveness 

Influence This criterion is hardly tackled by legal means. It is not detailed how extensive the actors’ influence should be within CZM. This ambiguity hinders 
reducing common influence imbalances among resource users (e.g., due to wealth and power - see Buanes et al., 2005; Wever et al., 2012). A clear 
stipulation of how purposes should be managed or criteria for advancing or denying purposes would be helpful in this matter  
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Park’s expansion, we contend that combining participation in both SACs 
and CBNPs within the same body may enhance management coordina-
tion efficiency, contributing to a broader approach as a socioecological 
system. We further substantiate this argument by interpreting the allo-
cation of the SP related to the SAC in the Provincial Council as a way out 
to the participation demand outlined in the Conservation Guidelines of 
the Natura 2000 Network in Spain, Andalusia’s General Law on Public 
Participation (Law 7/2017) and the Law of Natural Heritage and 
Biodiversity (Law 42/2007). Barragán Muñoz (2010) observed this as a 

common approach in Spanish CZM, adapting existing entities with other 
competencies to be participative instead of creating capable bodies for 
in-depth participatory coastal solution debates. 

A fourth issue detected is the insufficient representativeness of the 
Park’s managing board, which lacks the presence of critical economic 
sectors in the terrestrial part, such as industrial and real estate, which 
are only indirectly represented through the Confederation of Entrepre-
neurs of the province of Cadiz. Fig. 3 shows that the park is surrounded 
by urbanization, a major threat, as urban development has been the 

Fig. 4. Stakeholder participation in Cádiz Bay.  

G. Cioffi et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   



Ocean and Coastal Management 255 (2024) 107214

15

main factor behind the 50% reduction in the Cádiz Bay salt marsh 
ecosystem over the past six decades (Ruiz, 2011; de Andrés et al., 2018). 
The board also fails to include vulnerable groups, a recurrent concern in 
CZM study cases (Havard et al., 2015; Bockstael et al., 2016; Seixas 
et al., 2019). These authors attributed this to low mobilization within 
these groups, as evidenced in interviews, particularly regarding shellfish 
catchers but also signaled that the social group’s mobilization relies 
heavily on government and third-sector support to empower their 
organizations. 

In addition to the challenges discussed here, our data suggest that 
symbolic participation in the PA and CZ of Cádiz Bay may indicate a 
passive approach within the overall management process. The low ca-
pacity of government managers is indeed a central constraint on 
enhancing their participation in CZM for reasons already debated in 
promotion criteria (Barragán Muñoz, 2010; Wever et al., 2012; Puen-
te-Rodríguez, 2014; Seixas et al., 2019). However, we delve deeper, 
suggesting a connection between this limitation and the modus operandi 
of the government. Essentially, management tends to respond to 
symptoms rather than proactively dealing with the root causes, which 
means that the limited level of participation is a consequence of the 
government fulfilling minimum obligations without actively engaging in 
meaningful collaboration. Nevertheless, further research is needed to 
establish a definitive link between symbolic participation and passive 
CZM. 

The previously identified challenges relate to inputs in the partici-
patory process, ultimately shaping its output—effectiveness. Drawing 
from Backstrand’s (2006) perspective, the initial effects of participation 
are closely linked to broader impacts. In our context, this translates to 
stakeholder democratization of CZM and a better capacity for environ-
mental problem solving. While judging these impacts remains chal-
lenging, the author shows that achieving broader goals depends on 
addressing primary effects first. In the context of Cádiz Bay, we contend 
that there is a substantial gap in realizing the full potential of partici-
pation, with the evaluation of effectiveness revealing the absence of 
agreements or cooperation. Nevertheless, the fundamental input issues 
indicated here need to be resolved before significant advancements in 
effectiveness are expected. 

4. Conclusion 

The main conclusion drawn from this work is that the evaluation 
approach effectively addresses the concerned gaps—the lack of in-
dicators to fulfill the assessment criteria and approaches that incorpo-
rate both process and outcomes—and captures the essence of 
stakeholder participation initiatives in coastal zone management (CZM). 
This capability stems from the detailed elaboration of each criterion, the 
use of diverse indicators incorporating aspects such as perception and 
legal considerations, and the implementation of the approach through 
the analysis matrix. Therefore, the approach serves as a tool to delineate 
both the institutional (how participation is designed) and practical (how 
participation is executed and what results are achieved) aspects of 
participation. The efficacy of the approach in evaluating stakeholder 
participation was ultimately confirmed through its application in the 
participatory arenas of Cádiz Bay Natural Park (CBNP) and the Special 
Area for Conservation (SAC) Seabed of Cádiz. This application provided 
us with a comprehensive understanding of the entire participatory 
process and its impact on the effectiveness of participation in managing 
these areas. Based on this, it was feasible to conclude that participation 
in CBNP is largely symbolic, with the managing board primarily serving 
as an administrative coordination body between the Regional Environ-
ment Department and town halls, and in SAC, participation is nonexis-
tent (Fig. 4). These conclusions appear to stem from a lack of importance 
given to participation by the public administration, as evidenced by the 
findings obtained, including: 

• Representativeness: The evaluation highlights the over-
representation of the public administration and underrepresentation 
of key stakeholder groups such as shellfish catchers and artisanal salt 
workers. This imbalance limits the comprehensive coverage of sub-
jects and undermines the effectiveness of stakeholder engagement. 
Numerous methods have been proposed in the literature to address 
this issue by thoroughly identifying stakeholders based on various 
criteria, such as interests, power of influence, level of affectedness by 
policies and ecosystem losses, and legitimacy (Quesada-Silva et al., 
2019); 

• Timing: The analysis reveals positive correlations between partici-
pation and specific phases of designing management plans and 
strategic decisions. However, participation is primarily restricted to 
the operational level. A lack of early involvement in decision-making 
processes, particularly in the case of the SAC, underscores missed 
opportunities for meaningful participation. As debated by Rowe and 
Frewer (2000), while there is no unanimous consensus in the liter-
ature regarding the optimal stage for public involvement, there ap-
pears to be a consensus that participation should begin as early as 
practically feasible. In this context, engaging stakeholders in highly 
technical decisions concerning the CBNP and SAC may not be 
advisable, but when value judgments become pivotal and it becomes 
necessary to consider the sociological impacts of these decisions, 
stakeholders should be included;  

• Promotion: Deficiencies in financial resources and strategies for 
participation hinder the effective promotion of participation in 
CBNPs and SACs. Certainly, the absence of quality participation 
promotion results in meetings where stakeholders simply outline 
their activities instead of engaging in debates. This scenario often 
leads to stakeholder disillusionment, diminished confidence in the 
process, and reluctance among stakeholders to engage in future 
initiatives. Following the insights of Bynner et al. (2023) on local 
governance, transforming the current situation in Cádiz Bay relies on 
the proactive efforts of public servants within the Regional Envi-
ronment Department to act as facilitators of stakeholder coordina-
tion and to update traditional engagement strategies. However, the 
authors also indicate that proactive public attitudes hinge on insti-
tutional changes to address challenges such as increased workloads, 
diminished capacity, budget constraints, and resource shortages;  

• Accountability and Clearness: Despite the CBNP having established 
legal structures outlining participation objectives and procedures, 
transparency is compromised by deficiencies in providing feedback 
and documenting participatory processes. This uncertainty about 
how their inputs are being handled also contributes significantly to 
stakeholders’ reluctance to engage in participation. Addressing this 
situation falls first within the responsibility of the management body 
for the CBNP and SAC, specifically the Regional Environment 
Department, as the extent to which transparency is upheld depends 
on how much importance the public authority places on ensuring 
stakeholders are informed about management procedures and de-
cisions (Nadeem and Fischer, 2011); 

• Influence: Participation in the CBNP is characterized by a consulta-
tive nature, where stakeholders’ influence remains limited. Stake-
holder proposals often face rejection or delay, highlighting 
challenges in achieving genuine influence over decision-making 
processes. Nevertheless, it was evident that having a legal frame-
work specifying the degree to which stakeholders should influence 
decisions is crucial to support their engagement. Although such 
explicit details were lacking in the legal framework assessed here, 
indications supporting this conclusion were observed, such as the 
council’s obligation to approve management plans, which prompted 
more debate within the board. 

• Effectiveness: While stakeholders play a role in overseeing admin-
istration and advocating for protected area values, underrepresen-
tation compromises the achievement of management objectives. 
Opportunities for cooperation on key issues are missed, and 
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perceptions of a lack of trust-building in the participatory process 
highlight the need for more equitable power dynamics and the 
genuine promotion of participation. Ensuring effective participation 
is also operationally crucial, as the public costs involved should be 
justified by the significance of the contribution it makes to address-
ing the issue at hand (Beierle, 1998; Rowe and Frewer, 2000). 
Therefore, enhancing participation effectiveness in CBNP is a cyclical 
process where demonstrating positive results with existing partici-
pation is vital for securing additional funding to enhance processes 
and ultimately achieve better outcomes. 

The study also concludes that the participatory frameworks within 
the CBNP and the SAC reveal significant shortcomings in terms of 
integration and coherence stemming from a fragmented institutional 
framework. To address this fragmentation, one potential solution is to 
consolidate both participatory processes into a single arena. Based on 
Seixas et al. (2019), it can be inferred that integrating these processes 
would facilitate articulation among coastal and marine stakeholders, 
reduce potential inconsistencies between the management of intertidal 
and coastal water socioecological systems, and mitigate conflicting 
agendas. In a scenario where underrepresentation and fragmentation 
were addressed, stakeholders such as salt workers and port representa-
tives would have the opportunity to engage in discussions within the 
same arena concerning, for instance, how the effects of port activity in 
coastal waters impact salt production in salt marshes. Nevertheless, 
integrating these processes would necessitate updating the legal 
framework and refining the board structure to effectively manage issues 
from both areas. Such efforts are likely to encounter resistance from the 
public administration, which, as noted by Seixas et al. (2019), tends to 
exhibit prevailing rigidity and be entrenched in intricate bureaucracies. 
This resistance is further exacerbated by previously mentioned issues 
such as increased workloads and lack of resources (Bynner et al., 2023). 

Although the approach provides a comprehensive framework for 
assessing participation, it also has limitations when applied in Cádiz 
Bay. It evaluates participation mainly from the perspective of the 
responsible authority, potentially overlooking stakeholders’ commit-
ment and perspectives. Additionally, criteria for assessing the quality 
and meaning of what is being debated are lacking, which hampers a 
holistic understanding of participation dynamics. This weakened our 
analysis of the study case once questions such as “Is the content dis-
cussed within the board relevant to the goals of the CBNP?” and “Are the 
actors genuinely committed to meaningful participation in manage-
ment?” has remained unanswered. It also prevented us from working 
through a common discourse among interviewees from public admin-
istration that suggests a low civic culture for participation, which 
negatively affects participatory process advancement in Cádiz Bay (see 
section 3.2.1). Moreover, the practical challenges posed by the 
complexity of the analysis matrix present significant obstacles in 
applying the approach. To address this complexity and enhance the 
usability of the approach, we propose a second revision involving CZM 
managers and related professionals. Following the Delphi method 
(Mukherjee et al., 2015), three consultation rounds are suggested. The 
initial round addresses criteria and indicator formulation, with a focus 
on identifying any missing elements. The second round involves ranking 
indicators by significance using a 5-point scale. The third round assesses 
the operational aspects’ workability. 

In addition to the identified issues, it is essential to emphasize that 
this approach was developed under the premise that the integration of 
CZM participation into all structures and processes maximizes the con-
servation of coastal and marine ecosystems. However, as highlighted by 
Carr et al. (2012), a considerable amount of literature advocating for 
this tends to emphasize its benefits, drawing from theoretical assump-
tions and researchers’ qualitative findings and experiences. This incli-
nation can introduce bias into studies, making it challenging to 
definitively demonstrate whether participation effectively leads to 
benefits in resource management. To mitigate potential bias, we 

underscore the importance of applying the approach cautiously and 
interpreting the indicators rigorously while seeking validation through 
literature endorsement. If applied correctly, adapting it to the particu-
larities of each context, it offers results that are highly relevant by 
identifying critical issues such as discrepancies between legislative ex-
pectations and actual implementation, as well as stakeholder percep-
tions that may hinder genuine engagement. Additionally, it offers 
insights into what constitutes good stakeholder participation, serving as 
a guide for enhancing it from an integrated and comprehensive 
approach in the analyzed coastal zone management. Therefore, we also 
conclude that the proposed approach is useful for managers and 
decision-makers seeking to improve governance in coastal zone man-
agement, facilitating the bridging of the existing gap between science 
and management. 
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